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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment filed 1/16/2007 has been entered. Claims 62-64 have been 
amended. No claims have been canceled. Claims 164-179 have been added. 
Accordingly claims 62-65, 164-179 are pending in this office action. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 62-56, 164-179 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Amendment Objection 

The amendment filed 1/16/2007 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132(a) because it 
introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states that no amendment 
shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added material 
which is not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: "Two of the plurality of 
storage sites are at least a mile apart" as recited in claim 178. Examiner is unable to 
find the paragraph in the disclosure that supports said claim. Applicant is required to 
cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action or disclose where in applicant's 
disclosure the support for claim 178 is located. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 62-65, and 164-179 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. All of the claims 62-65 and 
164-169 are directed towards protecting historical records of stored data entities using 
rules to determine whether or not an entity can be deleted. However once it is 
determined that the entity can or cannot be deleted nothing else is done (no message 
displayed) in fact in claim 62 nothing is done even if the entity can be deleted therefore 
the claims lack a useful concrete and tangible result in the sense of a real world 
application. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 62 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 

for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 

regards as the invention. Claim 62 contains the two limitations "applying the shared set 

of rules independently at each of the plurality of storage sites, to determine whether or 

not the copies of the entity version can be deleted" and "wherein deletion of the copies 

of the entity version from the distributed storage system Is only allowed if the set of rules 
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determine that the entity version can be deleted." The first limitation appears to say that 
rules are applied independently at each site to determine if the entity copies can be 
deleted, but if that is the case then the second limitation is just a repeat of the first 
limitation especially since there is no other mechanism for determining deletion. 

Claim 178 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Claims 178 recites "in which two of the plurality of storage 
sites are at least a mile apart." This claim fails to exactly point out the distance apart 
that applicant is trying to claim. 
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Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966). that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 62-65, 164-179 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over US 6971018 (hereinafter Witt) in view of US 20030220929 

(hereinafter Tol) and in further view of US 6125371 (hereinafter Bo). 

As for claim 62 Witt discloses; distributed data storage system (See column 3 
lines 65-67); sharing among the plurality of storage sites, a set of rules that restrict 
deletion of the entity versions and , applying the shared set of rules independently at 
each of the plurality of storage sites, to determine whether or not the copies of the entity 
version can be deleted (See column 5 lines 35-40 and column 12 lines 61-65); wherein 
if it is detemnined that the copies of the entity version cannot be deleted then they also 
cannot be modified; wherein deletion of the copies of the entity version from the 
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distributed data storage system is only allowed if the set of rules determine that the 
entity version can be deleted (See column 12 lines 61-65); and wherein an action taken 
by a client program communicating with the disk-based distributed data storage system 
(See column 4 lines 18-23) causes the shared set of rules to restrict deletion of the 
entity version and no subsequent action taken by the client program can cause deletion 
to occur in violation of the restriction (column 12 lines 61-65 note no changes to the file 
are made unless allowed). While Witt does not significantly differ from the claimed 
invention Witt does not explicitly disclose recording distinct states of stored data entities, 
corresponding to different moments of time, as a plurality of entity versions coexisting 
and storing copies of an entity version that is one of the plurality of entity versions at 
each of a plurality of storage sites of the distributed data storage system. Tol however 
does disclose recording distinct states of stored data entities, corresponding to different 
moments of time, as a plurality of entity versions coexisting (See paragraph 0025), and 
Bo discloses: recording distinct states of stored data entities, corresponding to different 
moments of time, as a plurality of entity versions coexisting (See abstract and column 5 
lines 61-64 note: multi-versioned data ). It would have been obvious to an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made to have 
incorporated the teaching of Tol and Bo into the system of Witt. The modification would 
have been obvious because the three references are concerned with the solution to 
problem of protecting and managing files given computers finite resources. Therefore, 
there is an implicit motivation to combine these references. In other words, the ordinarily 
skilled artisan during his/her quest for a solution to the cited problem, would look to the 
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cited references at the time the invention was made. Consequently, the ordinarily skilled 
artisan, would have been motivated to combine the cited references since Tors 
teaching would have enabled users to place expiration weights/priorities on the files as 
another rule as to when to delete files, and Bo's system would have enable users to add 
factor in time calculations into the expiration rule. 

As for claim 63 the rejection of claim 62 is incorporated and further Tol discloses: 
except for deletion, each of the plurality of entity versions is immutable (See paragraphs 
0028-0031 note: deletion is the only allowed modification). 

As for claim 64, the rejection of claim 62 is incorporated, and further Witt 
discloses: expiration times are assigned to the entity versions, independently within 
each of the plurality of storage sites, according to the shared set of rules, before which 
times both modification and deletion are prohibited (See column 4 lines 1-3 and column 
and column 5 lines 36-40 note: rules are standard in a distributed where each computer 
has it's own module rules are calculated locally). 

As for claim 65, the rejection of claim 62 is incorporated, and further Tol 
discloses: no single individual is given the authority to override the deletion prohibition 
at all of the plurality of storage sites (See paragraph 0032 note this is the only way to 
change how it is deleted). 
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As for claim 164 the rejection of claim 62 is incorporated, and further Witt 
discloses: in which applying the set of rules at a one of the plurality of storage sites 
detemnines that the entity version can be deleted and a copy of the entity version is 
deleted immediately and storage space that was used to store the copy becomes 
available to store new data (See column 6 lines 20-25 note: when memory is reclaimed 
it is immediately available). 

As for claim 165 the rejection of claim 62 is incorporated, and further Witt 
discloses in which applying the set of rules detemiines that the entity version can be 
deleted but the copies of the entity version are only deleted if deletion is requested by a 
client of the disk-based distributed data storage system (See column 4 lines 18-22 for 
disk based system that will be making request and column 12 lines 60-65). 

As for claim 166 the rejection of claim 62 is incorporated, and further in which the 
client program communicates with the disk-based distributed data storage system to 
request that the entity version be deleted, and applying the set of rules determines that 
the entity version cannot be deleted, and the storage system refuses to delete the entity 
version (See column 4 lines 18-22, column 3 lines 65-67, and column 12 lines 60-65). 

As for claim 167 the rejection of claim 62 is incorporated, and further Bo 
discloses in which, during a time interval, the shared set of rules prohibits deletion of 
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the entity version while others of the plurality of entity versions are allowed to be deleted 
(See column 6 lines 38-45) . 

As for claim 168 the rejection of claim 167 is incorporated, and further It would 
have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the pertinent art to have incorporated 
in which the time interval is a year In length into the system of Witt.Bo, and Tol. The 
modification would have been obvious because usually a year is the minimum time you 
want to keep a historical record. The reason one year is usually the minimum is 
because companies file taxes every year and should be prepared for audits, in fact 
almost every company, plus all state and federal governments operate on fiscal years 
and do not want fiscal or research and development information deleted for at least the 
year in which they would have to answer questions based on that information, many 
times records need to be kept for numerous years before they can be destroyed. 

As for claim 169 the rejection of claim 167 is incorporated, and further Witt 
discloses: in which the client program communicates with the disk-based distributed 
data storage system in order to deposit the entity version, and no action taken by the 
client program during the time interval can cause the entity version to be deleted (See 
column 12 lines 60-65) . 

As for claim 170 the rejection of claim 167 is incorporated, and further Bo 
discloses in which the client program causes the time interval during which deletion is 
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prohibited to be extended and no subsequent action taken by the client program can 
cause the time interval to be shortened (See column 5 lines 43-46). 

As for claim 171 the rejection of claim 167 is incorporated, and further Tol 
discloses: in which the client program causes the length of the time interval to be set 
and no subsequent action taken by the client program can shorten the time interval 
(See paragraph 0033). 

As for claim 172 the rejection of claim 171 is incorporated, and further Witt 
discloses: in which the length of the time interval is initially not set and, before the length 
of the time interval is set, no action taken by the client program can cause the entity 
version to be deleted (See column 12 lines 60-65). 

As for claim 173 the rejection of claim 167 is incorporated, and further Bo 
discloses: in which no action taken by any client program that only, communicates with 
the disk-based distributed data storage system over a wide area network can cause the 
time interval to be shortened (See column 5 lines 43-46).. 

As for claim 174 the rejection of claim 62 is incorporated, and further Bo 
discloses: in which the plurality of entity versions record historical states of a single 
stored data entity, with each of the plurality of entity versions associated with a historical 
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time interval during which the recorded historical state was the state of the single stored 
data entity (See column 6 lines 38-45). 

As for claim 175 the rejection of claim 174 is incorporated, and further Bo 
discloses: in which the shared set of rules that determine whether or not the entity 
version can be deleted depend at least in part on the length of the historical time interval 
associated with the entity version (See column 6 lines 38-45).. 

As for claim 176 the rejection of claim 174 is Incorporated, and further Bo 
discloses: in which the shared set of rules that determine whether or not the entity 
version can be deleted depend at least in part on whether or not the historical time 
interval associated with the entity version includes a specified moment of time (See 
column 6 lines 38-45)... 

As for claim 177 the rejection of claim 62 is incorporated, and further Witt 
discloses: in which a stored data entity is a file in a file system or a record in a database 
or an object in an object storage system (See column 5 lines 32-37). 

As for claim 178 the rejection of claim 62 is incorporated, and further Witt 
discloses: in which two of the plurality of storage sites are at least a mile apart (See 
column 5 lines 5-7 note: definition of wide area network) 
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As for claim 179 the rejection of claim 62 Is Incorporated, and further Bo 
discloses: in which the set of rules comprise a program that Is separate and distinct 
from the software that Implements the disk-based distributed data storage system and 
sharing occurs at the time when the plurality of entity versions are being stored In the 
storage system (See column 5 lines 12-19). 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Information 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Leon J. Harper whose telephone number is 571-272- 
0759. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30AM - 4:00Pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain T. Alam can be reached on 571-272-3978. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infomnation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Leon J. Harper 
March 30, 2007 
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